In the 199Os, the New York City Police Department increased patrols and enforcement of laws against quality-of-life [QOL] offenses. Many have heralded this focus as the p r i m e cause for the decline in the City's crime rate citing the fixing broken windows argument that disorder breeds crime.
Introduction
During the 1 99Os, the New York City Police Department (NYPD) introduced numerous innovations intensifjring their efforts to reduce crime and restore order (Bratton with Knobler, 1998; Maple with Mitchell, 1999; Silverman, 1999) . One central aspect of that change, Qualityof-life (QOL) policing emphasized the control of minor misbehaviors that were highly visible, such as farebeating[ 11, aggressive panhandling, graffiti writing, and sleeping on public benches.
'
In the past, these minor offenses would have been mostly ignored. Police might have asked individuals to move on or desist or at most issued a desk appearance ticket requiring the offender to appear in court where they would usually pay a fine. In the mid-l990s, the NYPD targeted these QOL behaviors for arrest.
This paper seeks to add to the small but growing empirical literature on the efficacy of QOL a policing. The continual improvement of policing can be assisted through an assessment of the effectiveness of policing innovations and identification of the mechanisms by which they work.
To this end, this analysis examines self-reports by a random sample of arrestees that participated in an Arrestee Drug Abuse Monitoring (ADAM) policing study performed in NYC in 1999 (hereafter, the Policing Study). QOL policing was designed to send a message to offenders that various disorderly behaviors would not be tolerated. (NYPD representatives emphasized this point to us in an early meeting during the project design.) By surveying arrestees, the study examined whether the arrestees had gotten the message and whether they had changed in response.
We emphasize that this analysis represents an extremely limited impact assessment. For a more through study, it would have been usefid to have obtained data before implementation of a This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.
( 2 I ( QOL policing to see how perceptions changed over time and even better to have simultaneously collected data from a similar location not subjected to QOL policing. The use of arrestees is also e somewhat limiting in that the study seeks to examine changes to more conforming behavior but the sample is limited to persons who still commit illegal activities, presuming the instant arrest was justified. Lastly, the data are fiom one city. Other locations' experiences may differ depending on the nature of their crime problems and their implementation of QOL policing.
In spite of these limitations, we believe the findings are suggestive of the potential for QOL I policing and provide insight into the micro-processes by which it is reputed to work. Perhaps even more importantly, the analysis illustrates the potential for expanded use of the A D W program for monitoring, evaluating, revising, and justifying the exportation of policing innovations. This analysis was made possible by the ongoing systematic data collection of the ADAM program. It would be straightforward to design similar analyses to assist in evaluating future policing innovations at modest expense beyond the cost of the policy change. The remainder of this introduction describes how QOL policing relates to other policing concepts and reviews prior evaluations of QOL policing and related topics. Another possible benefit of QOL policing is its potential for solving serious crimes to the extent that the same peopIe commit both QOL and more serious offenses. One of the most famous QOL arrests involved John Royster, Jr. In 1996, he was apprehended in NYC for farebeating and subsequently brought to the central booking facility (Silveman, 1999) . A year later, a fingerprint match placed him at the scene of a recent murder and subsequently linked h i m to four other unsolved assault cases. He was eventually convicted of homicide. Another analysis from this Policing Study provides more systematic evidence that the same persons in NYC tend to engage in both QOL and serious offenses (Golub et al., 2001) . A comparison of arrestees charged with QOL and serious offenses found the two groups to be similar according to prior arrests, participation in QOL offenses, and demographic composition. e l QOL policing may also indirectly reduce serious crimes according to the broken windows line of reasoning. In a widely cited article published in Atlantic Month&, Wilson and Kelling (1982) expounded the thesis that physical decay as well as uncivil behavior "sends a signal" to established and would-be criminal offenders that deviant behavior is tolerated which can lead to a downward spiral of disorder and decline (Kelling and Coles, 1996; Skogan, 1990 designed to identify and respond to crime hot spots in a timely manner (Silverman, 1999; Walsh, 2001 area (not selected prior to the experimental treatment). They found the treatment had no effect on robbery and burglary rates. They did not measure changes in disorder.
!kt
Cross-sectional comparisons. In a previous and widely-cited effort to link crime and disorder, Skogan (1 990) analyzed responses fiom 13,000 interviews conducted fiom 1977 to 1983 with residents of forty neighborhoods fiom six cities across the United States. He found that robbery victimization was higher in neighborhoods characterized by disorder, even after I controlling for poverty, residential stability and racial composition using regression. He e concluded that the findings supported the thesis that disorder leads to crime. Harcourt (2001) vigorously objected to Skogan's interpretation and presented numerous methodological concerns, especially that the robbery-disorder relationship disappeared after excluding Newark (which had the highest incidence of both robbery and disorder) from the analysis and that the crime-disorder relationship did not hold for other crime types including burglary, assault, rape and purse snatchinglpickpocketing.
In another cross-sectional analysis, Sampson and Raudenbush (1999) 
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Consistent with this line of reasoning, studies on the impact of policing hot spots suggest that the impact of intensive policing can be geographically-limited and short-lived (Sherman, 1995; Sherman and Weisburd, 1995 an essential ingredient to crackdowns," and that its lack in this study might account for their negative finding. Of importance to this study, neither Katz et al. (2001 ) nor NOVA et al. (1999 measured whether potential offenders were aware that a policing initiative had occurred. Hence, the lack of significant findings does not necessarily refute the broken windows line of reasoning.
This analysis examines the first steps of the broken windows line of reasoning, perception and e behavioral change among persons that might engage in various QOL offenses. In this manner, it seeks to identify whether and how QOL policing can serve as a deterrent to disorderly behavior.
METHODS
This analysis employed arrestee self-reports obtained by the Policing Study to identify whether they were aware of NYPD's QOL policing efforts and whether they had changed their behavior as a result. The remainder of this section describes the Policing Study, the self-report questions, and the characteristics of the sample.
0
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behaviors the NYPD has been explicitly targeting as part of QOL policing (e.g., farebeating, @ smoking marijuana in public), QOL offenses that the NYPD has not been targeting (e.g., littering)? traffic offenses, and a few behaviors prohibited only to youths, as well as behaviors that do not violate an explicit statute but that arrestees may feel are the subject of enforcement efforts (e.g., hanging out in the street). The analysis of responses regarding underage drinkipg was limited to arrestees who were under age 21 at the time of the interview. Several QOL questions regarding cigarettes and truancy were excluded from this analysis because there were too few Policing Study respondents under the age of 18.
Respondents were asked up to four questions pertaining to each behavior: 1) Whether they perceived that police were targeting the behavior for warnings, tickets or arrests; 2) Whether they varied across questions and individuals. They found that arrestees were highly likely to,disclose less stigmatized infopation such as whether they had ever been arrested behre ahd whether they had used marijuana recently as opposed to more stigmatized behaviors like commission of a violent crime or recent use of cocaine. This suggests that arrestee$ might be highly likely to disclose QOL offending behaviors.
e Golub et al. (2002) also found that arrestees who disclosed having a prior arrest were substantially more likely to disclose other aspects of their criminal behavior. Moreover, persons who did not disclose that they had a prior lifetime arrest record generally did not disclose other criminal activities in their official record. In a multivariate analysis, this preliminary disclosure proved to be the strongest and most consistent predictor of disclosure on other questionstronger than demographic characteristics, disclosure of recent drug use, and interviewer's assessment of the respondent's veracity. Accordingly, it was decided to limit the analysis to the 539 arrestees who had a prior arrest record and disclosed it. (The analysis excluded 189
arrestees that had no official record of arrest and 164 that did not disclose a prior arrest record.)
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice. [ Table 1 about here]
Characteristics of the Policing Study subsample analyzed
On average, sample members rated poorly on various measures of mainstream attainment.
Many respondents did not have a high school degree (37%), a few were still in high school (3%), others had received their degree (44%), and some had attended college (16%). Most of the respondents were single and never manied (59%). Some were single again (1 1 %) after being 0 separated, widowed, or divorced. Some reported that they lived with someone (1 6%) to whom they were not mamed. Relatively few (only 13%) reported that they were currently married.
Just over a quarter of the sample reported having a full-time job (27%), some worked part-time
(1 2%), some had other legal sources like family (1 6%), and a few reported no income at all (3%). Some reported welfare (20%) and others reported illegal activities (22%) as their main source of income.
For many of the respondents, the current arrest was for a drug offense (34%). Others were currently charged with a property index (1 0%, including burglary, auto theft, larceny and arson), robbery (5%), or violent index (1 1 %, including homicide, rape, and aggravated assault) offense.
A substantial percentage had been charged with other, generally less serious offenses (39%). 
@ Results
This section examines the respondents' participation in QOL behaviors, awareness of NYPD's QOL policing efforts, recent reductions in QOL behaviors and the reasons for reductions. For ease of presentation, the various QOL behaviors are divided into five functiqnal categories as to whether they pertain to substance use; sanitation; public displays; illegal street businesses; and traffic violations (see Tables 2-6 ).
Participation in QOL behaviors
The two most common QOL behaviors were hanging out in the street (47%) and farebeating (44%)-see Table 2 . Public consumption behaviors were also relatively common. More than a third of the sample reported smoking marijuana, buyinglcanying marijuana, and drinking alcohol in public as well as underage drinking (34-38%). Somewhat fewer reported selling marijuana (16%) or smoking in a non-smoking area (21%).
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, [ Public display behaviors (in addition to hanging out) were also fairly common. About a quarter of the sample reported engaging in disorderly conduct, loitering, and trespassing (25-28%). Making loud noises, belonging to a gang and failing to cooperate with the police were \ I less common (4-16%). Ahnost a third of the respondents reported urinating in public (3 1 %).
O o~e n s~s~t t e~g w e f e % i c~i n~ Sb/sy;-6BEr tTiiiiiXi&-ei&ng, , I ' * relatively few arrestees engaged in each of the street bushess offenses (2-13%).
I
Just over one-fifth of the sample reported jaywalking (22%) or driving without a license or registration (21%)., Exceedingly few reported violating any of the other traffic regulatidns (3-11%). These responses are quite credible as many New Yorkers do not own cars, many drive infrequently, and it is not unusual for lifelong New Yorkers to never even learn to drive.
, ,
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a Got the Message: Perceptions of QOL police activity
Arrestees were well aware that police were targeting QOL behaviors (see Table 3 ). Most of the rates of awareness for individual QOL behaviors were over 80%. A few behaviors were much less likely (about 50%) to be perceived as the subject of policing enforcement such as' failing to pick up after your dog. Indeed, NYPD oficials had told the Policing Study during questionnaire development that they were not targeting many of these same offenses.
[ Table 3 about here]
Nearly all arrestees reported that police were targeting public marijuana use/purchase/sale and public alcohol use (91-93%). Somewhat fewer perceived that police were targeting underage drinking (76%). Many fewer reported that police were targeting smoking in a nonsmoking area (56%). Many reported that police were targeting public urination (82%). Other sanitation offenses were mentioned less often (42-68%). Most reported that each of the public display offenses was being targeted (72-86%).
e Farebeating (88%) and prostitution (88%) were the street business most often reported as targeted. Most arrestees perceived that other street businesses (69-83%) were being targeted except for squeegee work (60%), the cleaning (often aggressively) of car windshields at traffic lights for tips. This may have been the result of intensive QOL policingefforts that targeted and nearly eliminated this activity in the early 1990s. Almost none (2%, see Table 2 ) of the Policing Study respondents reported engaging in squeegee work.
Arrestees were quite sure that police were targeting various traffic violations including driving while intoxicated, driving without a license or registration, ignoring a stop, and speeding (89-94%). They were much less likely to report that police were targeting drag racing (70%), talking on a cell phone while driving (45%), violating traffic laws while on bicycle (59%) and I jaywalking (52%).
e QOL participants 'perceptions ofpolice activity
Those arrestees who engage in each behavior were significantly more likely to report that police were targeting the behavior (see Table 4 ). Arrestees who smokeibuy/sell marijuana in public or drink in public were virtually unanimous in their perception that police were targeting these behaviors (96-98%). Whereas, arrestees that do not engage in these behaviors were somewhat less likely to report that police were targeting these behaviors (88-91%). Both doers and non-doers were less likely to perceive that police were targeting smoking in a non-smoking area. Again, however, the doers (76%) were substantially more likely to report that the behavior was being targeted than were non-doers (53%).
[ Table 4 about here]
Persons that engage in various sanitation violations were more likely than those that did not 0 to report that police were targeting the behavior. Similarly, persons that engage in public, display violations and street businesses were more likely to report that police were targeting these behaviors. This relationship did not hold for the various traffic violations. Doers and non-doers were just as likely to perceive that police were targeting each behavior with one modest P e r m who ; -w h a t . . mofe likely than were non-doers (92%) to report that police were targeting this behavior.
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Reduction in QOL behaviors
While most arrestees appear to have gotten the message that the NYPD had been targeting certain QOL behaviors, a considerable proportion of these arrestees reported past year involvement in some of these offenses. This section examines cessation or reduction in QOL 0 behaviors among those respondents that had engaged in each QOL behavior and were aware that police were targeting the offense. Overall, about half of the arrestees reported cutting back on I each QOL behavior (see Table 5 ). The rate of reduction was somewhat higher among farebeaters (69%) and among traffic violators (65-75%) excluding jaywalkers. The lowest rate of change was reported by jaywalkers (29%) and aggressive panhandlers (29%). Jaywalking (walking against traffic lights) is endemic in NYC among most segments of the population-yet this traffic rule is actively enforced and obeyed in many other parts of the United States.
[ Table 5 about here.]
Reasons for reducing QOL behaviors
Consistent across the various QOL behaviors, about two-thirds of those reporting reductions listed police presence as their main reason (see Table 6 , the range was 56-8 1 %). The importance of police presence as a reason for reducing their behaviors stands in stark contrast to the lower This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.
importance of direct contact with criminal justice agents (0-1 1 %). With regard to most QOL behaviors, fewer than 10% of the respondents who indicated reducing their involvements listed a direct criminal justice contact as the reason for their behavioral change. Drug treatment (0-1 1%) and employment (0-10%) were also infiequently the primary reason given. Family (0-28%) was often the second most coqnon explicit reason given for their reduction in a QOL behavior.
-
[ Table 6 about here]
Conclusion
The theory behind QOL policing is complex and involves multiple stages of influence. In particular, the broken windows line of reasoning indicates that this crime reduction process starts with a simple message to existing and would-be participants in QOL misbehaviors such as public drinking, farebeating, or disorderly conduct. In contrast, the quantitative evaluations of QOL policing have primarily followed an input-output approach. Aggregate trend analyses have focused on the co-incidence of QOL policing implementation and declines in crime. Similarly, cross-sectional analyses have examined the co-location of high levels of crime and disorder.
Controlled experiments have evaluated whether cnme was lower in communities experiencing QOL policing.
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Notably, several controlled experiments found that QOL policing had resulted in no significant change in crime. Interpretation of such findings however is confounded as to whether it represented a failure of the theory or of the implementation. More refined assessment techniques perhaps involving multiple measures are clearly needed. Such measurements could more explicitly locate where a local initiative failed to properly implement a theory.
Alternatively, the measurements could identify which aspects of a line of reasoning do not hold up in practice leading to more refined theories. 
QOL Policing
This study focused on measuring one aspect of QOL policing as operating in NYC in 1999, whether arrestees had gotten the message that police are targeting QOL behaviors. Nearly all of the arrestees, but especially QOL participants, reported having "gotten the message." Furthermore, about half of those who had engaged in each behavior in the past year reported having stopped or reduced their involvement in the past six months. Still, QOL offending had not been eliminated. About a third or more of the r e s p a r ep-t in ~p a s w = . t h e y had engaged in farebeating, smoked and bought marijuana in public, drank in public, and urinated in public.
,
Most importantly, about two-thirds of the respondents that had reduced involvement in each behavior reported that a police presence was the primary reason. This suggests that QOL policing had served as a general deterrent to these respondents; either they had observed the police enforcement or word had gotten around. Each would-be offender did not have to be I personally contacted for the policy to have an impact.
0
The value of a deterrent depends on the number of persons deterred, the range of behaviors deterred, and the persistence of the effect. The broken windows line of reasoning suggests that restoring order will also deter serious crime. The Policing Study did not directly examine this next element to the reputed chain reaction. Regarding persistence, the deterrence literature suggests that if offenders internalize norms against disorderly behavior (either because they felt such activities were wrong or because they would be ashamed if others learned of their conduct) that the impact could be long term. The policing study did not pose questions that might elicit this information. Prior deterrence research suggests that those with a weaker stake in conventional behavior will be less likely to have internalized noms of behavior. Many of the Policing Study respondents had not completed high school, few were married, few held hll-time jobs, most used illicit drugs, and most had extensive criminal records. Accordingly, the deterrent into the extent to which QOL policing can reduce crime, why, how the approach can be effectively modified, and how it can be adapted for use in other locations and times. ----
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Note: Estimates weighted to control for overrepresentation of females.
--Prevalence rates based on fewer than 25 respondents not shown.
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